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Plate 13 
P.Vindob. G 60501 12 u 13.4 cm mid-II cent. BC? 
Arsinoite nome (Oxyrhyncha?)   plate 13 
The light brown papyrus fragment, acquired by the Vienna Papyrus Collection in 2003, is badly 
damaged. It obviously comes from papyrus cartonnage, as indicated by the white traces of 
plaster on the right-hand side of the verso. The right-hand and bottom parts of the text are 
missing. The left and top margins are preserved, which measure 1.6 and 2.9 cm respectively. 
Three vertical folds are clearly visible, along which some fibres are missing. There are indica-
tions that the sheet was also folded horizontally, but this is less clear than the vertical folds. 
Numerous small holes dot the surface probably due to damage caused by worms. The writing is 
in black ink and, contrary to what is characteristic of 3rd c. BC enteuxeis, runs along the fibres. 
There are traces of black ink at several places on the verso, at least some of which might be 
imprints from papyri lying next to ours in the cartonnage. A string of traces running though the 
middle of the verso at 90 degrees to the text on the recto probably comes from an address 
written in large letters. However, the traces are so faint that no letters can be identified with 
certainty. The document was written in a practised professional hand of the middle of the 
second century BC. However, a later date in the second half of the second century or even in 
the first half of the first century BC cannot be ruled out completely. For comparable hands, cf. 
UPZ I 60 (Seider, Pal. Gr. III.1, II Abb. 93, pp. 362364; 179 or 168 BC); UPZ I 41 (= P.Par. 
29; Seider, ibid., III.1, II Abb. 81, pp. 331333; 161160 BC) and P.Diosk. 6, Taf. VIIIX (146 
BC). The use of the iota adscript in the body of the enteuxis (see l. 4: Ǟſ̆ Ǔſ ǗǙǖ̆Ǔ; l. 5: Ǟ˜Ǔ) 
would also support an earlier date; cf. W. Clarysse, Notes on the Use of the iota adscript in the 
third Century B.C., CdÉ 51 (1976) 150166. This seems to be further confirmed by the use of 
the extremely rare compound verb ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ, which occurs in only one other text from the 
middle of the second century BC (see comm. on l. 6). Finally, the problem of illegal sale of 
products falling under the Ptolemaic state monopoly system appears to have been an acute one 
in the Arsinoite nome in the middle of the 2nd century BC, as demonstrated by P.Tebt. III.1 709 
(159 BC), which seems to provide a further confirmation of our dating. As for the provenance 
of this papyrus, the fact that it clearly comes from cartonnage suggests the Fayyum or Middle 
 
                  
  The authors wish to thank the Austrian Science Foundation (FWF) for financial support 
for research on this papyrus (C. A. Láda in the framework of P 27781-G21 and A. Papathomas 
in the framework of Lise-Meitner-Programme M 1677-G21). All dates are BC unless otherwise 
stated. 
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Egypt. A Fayyumic origin is prefered by the geographical designation ȪǛǝſǓſ[ǗǙ˩ǞǑǜ found in  
l. 2. A further, external, indication is found in the inventory journal of the Vienna papyrus 
collection, which mentions Oxyrhyncha as the provenance of this papyrus. Given the poor state 
of preservation of the papyrus, our translation at a number of places is uncertain. 
 
o 1  ƭǋǝ[ǓǕǏ˪] ƻǞǙſǕǏǖǋſ[ʑǣǓ] ǔǋʐ ǌǋǝǓſ[Ǖʑ]ǝǝǑǓ ƵǕǏſ[ǙǚʋǞǛǋǓ - - -] 
2 ǡǋſʑ[ǛǏǓ]Ǘ. ƻǏǏǚſ  ſ  ſ  ſǑǜ ƻ[ 12 ]  ſǔʍǙǟǜ ȪǛǝſǓſ[ǗǙ˩ǞǑǜ, ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠʖǜ (vel sim.) 
 ǞʎǗ ǎǓʋǒǏǝǓǗ] 
3 ǔǋʐ Ǟſ[ʒ] ǞʍǕǙǜ Ǟ˜[ǜ]  ſ  ſ  ſ ǓǝǝǑǜſ ǔǏǎǛʑſǋǜſ  ſ[- - - ȢǎǓǔǙ˹ǖǋǓ ɫǚʒ (?) - - -] 
4 ǞǓǗǣſǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ ȲǗſ Ǟſ̆ Ǔſ ǗǙǖ̆Ǔ ɎǌǓǙſǞʋǠſǣſ[Ǘ - - -] 
5 ǖʍǗſǣǗ Ǟ˜Ǔ ǖ[ʌǗ] ǚſǕſǏʑǝǞǋǜ ǞſǋſǠʊſǜ ǝǟǗ[- - -] 
6 Ǟ̆Ǘ ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚſ[Ǔ]ǞǏǟʓǗǞǣǗ ǔǋʐ ǔǋǞſ[- - -] 
7 ɏǏǛ̆Ǘſ ǞǓǗʗǗ [Ǟ]Ǐſ ǔǋʐ ȳǞʍǛǙǓǜ ǎǓǋǞǓǒǏſ[ - - - Ȣǚʒ ǞǙ˹ ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔǙ˹ (?)] 
8 ǚǛǋǞǑǛʑǙǟ ǖſǑſ[ǒʌ]Ǘ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ ǝǟǗǑſǍſǙſ[Ǜǋ-    - - - ȷǣǜ / ǖʍǡǛǓ] 
9 ǞǙ˹ Ǘ˹Ǘ [Ǚ]ɪſ [ǝǟ]ǖſǌǋʑſǗǏǓ ǔǙǕǙʕǏ[ǓǗ - - -] 
10 ǔǋʐ ǎǓʋǠǙǛǆ ǖǙ[Ǔ Ǚɮ] ǞſǏ Ǟʊ ǞǟǡʓǗǞǋ ǍſʑǗſ[ǏǞǋǓ (?) - - -] 
11 ɎſǌſǓſǙſǞſʋǠſǙǟſǜ ǝǟſ[ǔǙǠ]ǋǗǞǏ˪ſǗ ǞǙʔǜ ǚſ[- - -] 
12 [                      ]  ſ  ſ[  ſ  ſ  ſ]Ǐſǟſǋ˪ǜ ǙǞǏ  ſ[- - -] 




o 13 [- - -]  ſǔſ  ſǏſ  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ[- - -] 
 
To King Ptolemy and Queen Cleopatra  greetings. I, Peepes, son of Pkes, 
Arsinoite,  the contractor for the retailing and the tax upon the  juniper resin , 
am being wronged by (?) some ibis-buriers in the nome  who, on the one hand,  
numerous burials  of those selling illegally and  of some temples (sacred things?) 
and distribute to others  they purchased nothing at all from the royal (?) place of 
sale  until now it has not happened that they are punished  and the damage to me 
is not inconsiderable  accuse the ibis-buriers falsely  
 
Our text preserves the upper left portion of a petition to a king Ptolemy and a 
queen Cleopatra who could be identified with Ptolemy VI Philometor and Cleopatra 
II (see introd. and comm. on l. 1). The name of the petitioner is preserved only frag-
mentarily. Nevertheless, it is highly likely that both the personal name and the patro-
nymic are Egyptian and that therefore our petitioner was most probably of a native 
Egyptian ethnic background. He was apparently a tax farmer from the Arsinoite nome 
who won the state concession for the distribution of and tax upon cedria (and perhaps 
other, related, substances) presumably for the Arsinoite nome for the then current 
year. The subject of the enteuxis consists of a complaint by the petitioner against 
some unidentified ibis-buriers from the Arsinoite nome who appear to have violated 
his officially approved concession by obtaining cedria from other sources un-
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authorised by the state. The complainant seems to allege that they undertook numer-
ous burials by going behind his back and that they also supplied others with this 
product. Apparently, they have not bought any amount at all from the royal shop 
which he probably managed. He appears to be complaining of a lack of curtailment of 
or punishment for these illegal activities, which led to not inconsiderable financial 
damage to his business. In the penultimate line of the fragment, he seems to empha-
sise that his petition is not motivated by malice against the ibis-buriers. In the lost part 
of the enteuxis, he probably requested action from the authorities to pressurise the 
ibis-buriers into ceasing their illegal practices damaging his financial interests.1 
A particular interest of our text is that it supplies a new attestation of the ǞʍǕǙǜ 
ǔǏǎǛʑǋǜ (juniper resin tax), which so far occurs in only a small number of texts. By 
this, it provides important new information on a hitherto little known aspect of the 
extensive Ptolemaic monopoly and tax farming system. For this tax and sales mono-
poly, see comm. on l. 3 where both the attestations and references to the secondary 
literature are provided. 
 
1.  ǔǋʐ ǌǋǝǓſ[Ǖʑ]ǝǝǑǓ ƵǕǏſ[ǙǚʋǞǛǋǓ: Since the width of the column is unknown, the precise 
wording of the address formula cannot be established with any certainty. Two or three rulers 
may have been addressed in the formula. Since during most of the second and first centuries a 
Ptolemy and one or two Cleopatras sat on Egypts throne, a large number of joint reigns is 
possible. Given the palaeographical features of this text, which point towards the middle of the 
second century BC, a joint reign between Ptolemy VI and Cleopatra II appears to be the like-
liest. However, the joint reign between Ptolemy V and Cleopatra I, that between Ptolemy VIII 
and Cleopatra II (164/163) and later joint reigns in the second half of the second and in the first 
centuries cannot be ruled out. For these possibilities, see CPR XXVIII, pp. 199200, with 
references; P. W. Pestman, Chronologie égyptienne daprès les textes démotiques (332 av. J.-C. 
 453 ap. J.-C.), Pap.Lugd.Bat. 15, Leiden 1967, 4084 and W. Huß, Ägypten in hellenistischer 
Zeit. 33230 v. Chr., München 2001, 514757. If indeed the papyrus comes from the reign of 
Ptolemy VI and Cleopatra II, we could consider either the supplement Ǟ˜Ǔ ȢǎǏǕǠ˜Ǔ, ǒǏǙ˪ǜ 
ǀǓǕǙǖʏǞǙǛǝǓ or the shorter ǒǏǙ˪ǜ ǀǓǕǙǖʏǞǙǛǝǓ in the lost part of l. 1. For the longer supple-
ment, cf., for example, UPZ I 10.12 (160): ƭǋǝǓǕǏ˪ ƻǞǙǕǏǖǋǉǣǓ ǔǋʐ ǌǋǝǓǕǉǝǝǑǓ ƵǕǏǙǚǆǞǛǋǓ | 
Ǟ[˜]Ǔ ȢǎǏǕǠ˜Ǔ ǒǏǙ˪ǜ ǀǓǕǙǖǈǞǙǛǝǓ ǡǋǉǛǏǓǗ and P.Erasm. I 1.12 (148/147): ƭǋǝǓǕǏ˪ ƻǞǙǕǏǖǋǉǣǓ 
ǔǋʐ ǌǋǝǓǕǉǝǝǑǓ ƵǕǏǙǚǆǞǛǋǓ | Ǟ˜Ǔ ȢǎǏǕǠ˜Ǔ ǒǏǙ˪ǜ ǀǓǕǙǖǈǞǙǛǝǓ ǡǋǉǛǏǓǗ. To the best of our 
knowledge, the only papyrological parallel for the shorter supplement is UPZ I 20.1 (163): 
[ƭǋǝǓǕǏ˪ ƻǞǙǕǏǖǋǉǣǓ ǔ]ǋʐ ǌǋǝǓǕǉǝǝǑǓ ƵǕǏǙǚǆǞǛǋǓ ǒǏǙ˪ǜ ǀǓǕǙǖǈǞǙǛǝǓ ǡǋǉǛǏǓǗ. Therefore, the 
first possibility appears far more likely statistically and also because otherwise the width of the 
column would be insufficient for the thematic changes suggested by the preserved parts of the 
subsequent lines in the main body of the petition. If this hypothesis is indeed correct, the exact 
half of the width of the column (33 out of 66 letters in l. 1) would have been lost. In this case, 
the papyrus seems to have been broken along a vertical fold running through the middle of the 
sheet. This is consistent with the folding of the sheet into the narrow portions of approximately 
 
                  
1 Cf. B. C. McGing, Illegal salt in the Lycopolite nome, APF 48 (2002) 4266 and  
M. Depauw, Controlling the Perfume Monopoly. A Demotic letter in Macquarie referring to a 
proxy in Duke, ZPE 171 (2009) 201208. 
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equal size clearly shown by the three vertical folds running through our fragment. 
2.  ƻǏǏǚſ  ſ  ſ  ſǑǜ: The reading of the second ǚ is uncertain. Palaeographically, the traces 
would suit a ǚ best, but the alternative reading of a Ǟ followed by another letter cannot be ruled 
out completely. The traces of the third letter from the end could suit a ǒ or an o. To date no 
personal names beginning with ƻǏǏǚ- or ƻǏǏǞ- are attested in the papyrological and epigraphic 
evidence from Graeco-Roman Egypt. Nevertheless, no alternative reading of these traces seems 
possible. The name is obviously Ǽgyptian. For personal names beginning with Ȇİİ-, see Tris-
megistos.People (http://www.trismegistos.org/ref/). Unfortunately, none of the 32 names listed 
by this research tool suit the traces after the second Ǐ. 
ƻ[ 12 ]  ſǔʍǙǟǜ: The first letter after the lacuna might be an Ǐ, but other readings (e.g. an Ǚ) 
might also be possible. No personal name starting with a ǚ, ending in -ǔʍǙǟǜ in the genitive and 
filling the available space is to date attested in the papyrological and epigraphic sources from 
Graeco-Roman Egypt. 
ȪǛǝſǓſ[ǗǙ˩ǞǑǜ: This adjectival form is infrequent in reference to individuals but is attested in 
Ptolemaic papyri, among others in an enteuxis: P.Tebt. III.1 770.12 (210): [ƭǋǝǓǕǏ˪ 
ƻǞǙǕǏǖǋǉǣǓ] ǡǋǉǛǏǓǗ ȪǝǔǕǑǚ[Ǔ]ǆǎǑǜ ȫǛǒǣǧǞǙǟ ȪǛǝǓǗǙƫ|[ǞǑǜ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǔǋǞǙǓǔǙ]ǧǗǞǣǗ ȲǍ 
ƵǛǙǔǙǎǉǕǣǗ ǚǦ(ǕǏǓ) ǞǙ˹ ȪǛ(ǝǓǗǙƫǞǙǟ) ǗǙ(ǖǙ˹). 
2.  [- - - ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠʖǜ (vel sim.) ǞʎǗ ǎǓʋǒǏǝǓǗ]: For this reconstruction, cf. P.Giss.Univ. I 10 
col. i.46 (145116; see PP VIII 4702): [ 7 ] ǞſǙ˹ ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠǦǞǙǜ | [ǞʎǗ ǎǓǆǒ]ǏſǝſǓǗ ǔǋʐ Ǟʒ ǞǇǕǙǜ | [- - 
-]Ơ P.Tebt. I 39.24 (114/113): ǚǋǛš ȪǚǙǕǕǙǎǨǛǙǟ ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠǦǞǙǜ ǞʎǗ | ǎǓǆǒǏǝǓǗ ǔǋʐ Ǟʒ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǞǙ˹ 
ȲǕǋǉǙǟ Ǟ˜ǜ ǋɪǞ˜ǜ | Ǟʒ ǎ (ȶǞǙǜ)Ơ P.Tebt. IV 1094 (= P.Tebt. I 125) 12 (114/113): ǚǋǛš 
ȪǚǙ]ǕſǕǙǎǨǛǙǟ ǞǙ˹ ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠǦǞ[Ǚǜ] ǞʎǗ ǎǓǆǒǏǝſ[ǓǗ ǔǋʐ] | [Ǟʒ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǞǙ]˹ ȲǕǋ[ǉǙǟ Ǟ˜ǜ ǋɪǞ˜ǜ ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ ǎ 
(ȶǞǙǜ)]Ơ P.Tebt. I 38 (= W.Chr. 303) 1011 (113): ǚǋǛš ȪǚǙǕǕǙǎǨǛǙǟ ǞǙ˹ ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠǦǞǙǜ ǞʎǗ 
ǎǓǆǒǏǝǓ[Ǘ ǔǋʐ Ǟʒ Ǟ]ǇǕǙǜ ǞǙ˹ ȲǕǋǉǙǟ | Ǟſ ſ˜ǜſ ǋſɪǞ˜ǜ ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ ǎ (ȶǞǙǜ). This supplement seems to be 
confirmed by the use of a form of įȚĮĲ઀șȘȝȚ at the end of the preserved part of l. 7 and is also 
suggested by the context, which implies that the fundemental reason for the petition was the 
ibiotaphois violation of the petitioners exclusive right to distribute cedria in the ǹrsinoite nome. 
3.  Ǟſ[ʒ] ǞʍǕǙǜ Ǟ˜[ǜ]  ſ  ſ  ſ ǓǝǝǑǜſ ǔǏǎǛʑſǋǜſ  ſ[: The Ǚ in Ǟſ[ʓ] was probably a large one to fill the 
available space, which tends to be the case in this hand in the combination ǞǙ; cf. ǞǙ˹ in l. 9 and 
ǞǙʕǜ in l. 11. 
For the phrase Ǟʒ ǞʍǕǙǜ Ǟ˜ǜ ǔǏǎǛʑǋǜſ in conjunction with ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠʗǜ, supplemented at the 
end of l. 2, cf. the unpublished four Leuven papyri described by W. Clarysse, A Bilingual 
Archive from the Cynopolite Nome, in: J. Frösén et al. (eds.), Proceedings of the 24th Inter-
national Congress of Papyrology, Helsinki, 17 August, 2004. Volume I, Helsinki 2007, 185
189 (esp. 185), tentatively dated to 93/92, and SB XX 14426 (93?; see Clarysse, ibid.), ll. 15: 
ƻǕǇǖǙſǖſǛǓǜ ʇǛǙǟ ǔǋʐ ƵǙǕǕǙ˹ǒ`Ǚſǜſ´ | ƸǏǠǏǛ̆ǞǙǜ Ǚɏ ȲǘǏǓǕǑǠǦǞǏǜ Ǟʒ ǞǇǕ(Ǚǜ) | ǞǙ˹ ǠǋǛǖǆǔǙǟ ǔǋʐ 
Ǟ˜ǜ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ | ǞǙ˹ ƵǟǗǙǚǙǕǉǞǙǟ <ǏɎǜ> Ǟʒ ȷſ[Ǘ]{Ǚſǜ} ǔǋʐ | ǏɎǔǙǝǞʒǗ ȶǞǙǜ and ll. 79: Ȣǚſ[Ǉ]ǝǡǙǖǏǗ | 
ǚǋǛš ɫǖǏ˪Ǘ Ǟʒ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǞǙſ ſ˹ ǠſǋſǛǖǆǔǙǟ | ǔǋʐ Ǟ˜ǜ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ ǔǞǕ. In these parallels, a tax on both 
ǠʋǛǖǋǔǙǗ and țİįȡ઀Į is mentioned. On this tax and monopoly, see W. Huß, Die Verwaltung 
des Ptolemaiischen Reichs (Münchener Beiträge 104), München 2011, 226; id., Die Wirtschaft 
Ägyptens in hellenistischer Zeit (Münchener Beiträge 105), München 2012, 5556;  
W. Clarysse, ibid.; A. Hanafi, A Tax on Drug and Cedar Oil, in: L. Criscuolo, G. Geraci, Egitto 
e storia antica dallellenismo alletà araba. Bilancio di un confronto, Bologna 1989, 421428 
(ed. pr. of SB XX 14426; esp. 422424) and, most recently, Ch. Armoni, P.Tarich., pp. 2021. 
However, in our text ǠʋǛǖǋǔǙǗ does not seem to be mentioned (see below). On the Ptolemaic 
monopoly and tax farming system in general, see Huß, ibid. (Wirtschaft) 5065 and W. Haber-
mann, B. Tenger, Ptolemäer, in: B. Schefold (ed.), Wirtschaftssysteme im historischen Ver-
gleich, Stuttgart 2004, 298318, with the earlier literature cited in these works.  
Ǟ˜[ǜ]   ſ  ſ  ſ ǓǝǝǑǜſ: The most often attested words with this genitival ending in the papyro-
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logical and epigraphic sources from Ptolemaic Egypt are ǌǋǝʑǕǓǝǝǋ and ǚʑǝǝǋ. Of these, the 
first is obviously ruled out by the context, whereas the second would suit the thematic context 
well: ʌ઀ııĮ and ǔǏǎǛʑǋ are often mentioned together in literary sources, especially in medical 
authors such as Galenus, Oribasius, Soranus, Paulus, Aetius and Dioscorides, and also in 
documentary papyri; for the latter, cf. P.Lond. III 1171 (pp. 177180) recto 1112 (after 2 Sep. 
8): ǚǉǝǝǑǜ ɫǍǛſˍǜ (ǎǛ.) Ǖǌ | ǗǉǞǛǙǟ ǔǋʐ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ (ǎǛ.) Ǔǎ and P.Oxy. XIV 1727.2831 (late 2nd or 
early 3rd c. AD): ȪǗǒǏǝǞ[ǉ]ǋǜ ǚǉǝǝǑǜ [  ſ  ſ] |  | ʃǛǉǣǗǙǜ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ [  ſ  ſ] | ȪǖǖǣǗǉǙǟ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ [  ſ  ſ]. 
However, this word is unlikely here for two reasons (on the assumption that three substances 
were listed here rather than two, in which latter case a ǔǋʑ would be needed before țİįȡ઀ĮȢ):  
a) the space would be too long for this word (and too short for ʌȓııȘȢ ਫ਼Ȗȡ઼Ȣ, attested in later 
sources, in the reverse order); b) there is no indication at all that ʌȓııĮ was included in the tax-
farming or monopoly system in Ptolemaic Egypt. For these reasons, an adjective before ǔǏǎǛʑſǋǜſ 
defining its semantic field would seem the likeliest construction, which appears to be supported 
by the definite article Ǟ˜[ǜ]. However, no such adjective is to date attested with ǔǏǎǛʑǋ in the 
documentary or literary sources. 
ǔǏǎǛʑſǋǜſ: For the meaning of ǔǏǎǛʑǋ (cf. ǔǏǎǛʑǙǗ; lat. cedria, cedrium), see LSJ9 s.v.; OLD 
s.v. and W. E. H. Cockle, Restoring and Conserving Papyri, BICS 30 (1983) 147165 (esp. 
157 with note 132 on pp. 163164); cf. also R. Ast, P.Jena II 37.16 n. (p. 152). It is now clear 
that this product was extracted from the juniper tree rather than the famous cedar (Cedrus 
Libani); see e.g. A. Lucas, Cedar-Tree Products Employed in Mummification, JEA 17 
(1931) 1321 (esp. 14) and A. Lucas, J. R. Harris, Ancient Egyptian Materials and Industries, 
London 41962, 309 and 432. The literature is divided as to which species of juniper ǔǏǎǛʑǋ was 
extracted from: LSJ9, OLD and Cockle (p. 164) mention Juniperus excelsa (Syrian cedar), 
whereas Cockle mentions also Juniperus oxycedrus (p. 157). On these two species of juniper, 
neither of which was native to ancient Egypt, see R. Gale et al., Wood, in: P. T. Nicholson,  
I. Shaw (eds.), Ancient Egyptian Materials and Technology, Cambridge 2000, 334; 351;  
M. Serpico, R. White, Resins, amber and bitumen, ibid., 432433; R. Germer, Flora des 
pharaonischen Ägypten (SDAIK 14), Mainz am Rhein 1985, 67, 1012; ead., Die 
Heilpflanzen der Ägypter, Düsseldorf, Zürich 2002, 5155, 6366 and ead., Handbuch der 
altägyptischen Heilpflanzen (Philippika 21), Wiesbaden 2008, 5153 and 276278. For the use 
of ǔǏǎǛʑǋ and related products in the process of human mummification in ancient Egypt, see 
Lucas, ibid.; A. Bataille, Les Memnonia. Recherches de Papyrologie et dÉpigraphie grecques 
sur la Nécropole de la Thèbes dÉgypte aux époques hellénistique et romaine, Caire 1952, 209; 
Lucas and Harris, ibid., 299, 302303, 309, 311312. Papyri from Graeco-Roman Egypt 
confirm these observations: cf. P.Amh. II 125.13 (late 1st c. AD): ǕǦǍǙ(ǜ) ǎǋǚǆǗǑ(ǜ) ǞǋǠ˜ǜ. | 
ʁǗ ȲǍʖ ȲǎǋǚǆǗǑ(ǝǋ)· | ǔǏǎǛǇǋǜ [(ǎǛǋǡǖǋʐ)] ǎ and SB XX 15066.78 (4th c. AD): ǞǓǖ(˜ǜ) 
ǔǑǞǛǉǋǜ ǔǏſ  ſ[- - -] | ǞǙ˪ǜ ǗǏǔǛǙǞǆǠǙǓǜ [- - -]. The process of mummifying animals was essentially 
similar (Lucas and Harris, ibid., 302303), which is probably why ǔǏǎǛʑǋ figures in our text in 
connection with the ibiotaphoi. This is explicitly confirmed by historiographic and 
documentary sources; see Diod. Sic. I 83.5: ɣǞǋǗ ǎ ȢǚǙǒǆǗ˚ ǞǓ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǏɎǛǑǖǇǗǣǗ (sc. ǐ̅ǣǗ; 
among them also ੅ȕİȚȢ), ǝǓǗǎǦǗǓ ǔǋǞǋǔǋǕǧǢǋǗǞǏǜ ǔǋʐ ǖǏǞ ǙɎǖǣǍ˜ǜ Ǟʊ ǝǞǈǒǑ ǔǋǞǋǚǕǑǘǆǖǏǗǙǓ 
ǠǇǛǙǟǝǓǗ ǏɎǜ Ǟʊǜ ǞǋǛǓǡǏǉǋǜ· ȶǚǏǓǞǋ ǒǏǛǋǚǏǟǒǇǗǞǣǗ ǋɪǞ̆Ǘ ǔǏǎǛǉˋ ǔǋʐ ǞǙ˪ǜ ǎǟǗǋǖǇǗǙǓǜ ǏɪǣǎǉǋǗ 
ǚǋǛǇǡǏǝǒǋǓ ǔǋʐ ǚǙǕǟǡǛǦǗǓǙǗ ǞǙ˹ ǝǨǖǋǞǙǜ ǞǈǛǑǝǓǗ ǒǆǚǞǙǟǝǓǗ ȲǗ ɏǏǛǋ˪ǜ ǒǈǔǋǓǜ2, as well as the 
following papyri from both the Ptolemaic and Roman periods: P.Tebt. I 88 (= W.Chr. 67) 10
 
                  
2  For this passage, cf. A. Burton, Diodorus Siculus. Book I. A Commentary (Études 
préliminaires aux religions orientales dans lEmpire romain 29), Leiden 1972, 240241.  
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13 (after 7 Nov. 115): ǎǉǎǙǝǒǋǓ ǎʌ ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ ǔǙǛǔǙǎǓ<ǕǙ>ǞǋǠ˪ǙǗ | ωǚǛʒǜ ǞǑſ  ſ ǔǛǙǔϊ ǚǋǛʊ Ǟ̆Ǘ Ȳǔ 
Ǟ˜ǜ ǋɪǞ˜ǜ | ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔ̆Ǘ ǍǏǣǛǍ̆Ǘ Ǐɒǜ ǞǏ Ǟʊǜ ǒǟǝǉǋǜ  ǔǋʐ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǗ ǔǞǕ. and SB XX 15157  
(= P.Cairo Cat. 10532 descr.) 68 (1st half of the 1st c. AD): ǞʒǗ ǝǞǋǞ˜Ǜǋ ǔǋǓǎǛǉǋǜ | 
ɟſǖǙǕǨǍǑǝǏǗ Ȫ`ǕſǏ´ǘˍǜ «ȲǍʖ ǋɪǞʒǗ ȶǡǣ». ǎǇǎǣǔǋ | ǏſɎſǜſ ǞʎǗ ǞǋǠʎǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǔǙǛǔǣǎǉǕǣǗ; cf. also J. D. 
Ray, The Complaint of Herieu, RdÉ 29 (1977) 97116 (esp. 107111) with K.-Th. Zauzich, 
Einige Bemerkungen zu den demotischen Papyri Louvre E. 3333 und E. 3334, Enchoria 9 
(1979) 121124 and BL Dem. B 686688. For the meaning of ǔǏǎǛʑǋ, cf. also the Demotic 
words syf and sfy fir resin, oil, which occur in similar contexts to ǔǏǎǛʑǋ (e.g. P.Louvre Dem. 
E. 3334.9, translated by the editor as juniper oil: Ray, ibid., 110111, n. g), Chicago Demotic 
Dictionary s.vv.; Erichsen, Glossar, 408, 429; A. Erman, H. Grapow, Wörterbuch der 
aegyptischen Sprache, Leipzig 19251953, IV 114 (Ğfj) and 118 (Ğft); Crum, Dict. 379a (ࣂϣǿϙ) 
(cf. also 317a [cϙϣ]); H. von Deines, H. Grapow, Wörterbuch der ägyptischen Drogennamen 
(Grundriß der Medizin der alten Ägypter 6), Berlin 1959, 436437; W. Westendorf, Koptisches 
Handwörterbuch, Heidelberg 1965/1977 (= 2008) 209 (ࣂϣǿϙ) (cf. also 174 [cϙϣ]); J. ýerný, 
Coptic Etymological Dictionary, Cambridge 1976, 171 (ࣂϣǿϙ); W. Vycichl, Dictionnaire 
étymologique de la langue copte, Leuven 1983, 204 (ࣂϣǿϙ); K. Sethe, Der Name des Gottes 
Suchos, ZÄS 50 (1912) 80; A. H. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica, Oxford 1947, 89, 
n. 1; R. A. Caminos, Late Egyptian Miscellanies, London 1954, 212; W. R. Dawson, in: J. W. 
B. Barns, Five Ramesseum Papyri, Oxford 1956, who believes it to be refined juniper resin 
(our emphasis); W. Vycichl, Grundlagen der ägyptisch-semitischen Wortvergleichung, 
MDAIK 16 (1958) 401, no. 75; W. Helck, Materialien zur Wirtschaftsgeschichte des Neuen 
Reiches IVI (AbhMainz 19611969), Wiesbaden 19611969, IV 702; Ph. Derchain, Le 
papyrus Salt 825 (B.M. 10051), rituel pour la conservation de la vie en Égypte (Académie 
royale de Belgique, Classe des lettres et des sciences morales et politiques, Mémoires, 
Collection in-8o, Deuxième série, Tome LVIII, fasc. 1a), Bruxelles 1965, 137, 143144, 148
149; J. Vergote, De verhouding van het Egyptisch tot de Semietische talen (MAWBL XXVII, 
Nr. 4), Brussel 1965, 61; W. Helck, Die Beziehungen Ägyptens zu Vorderasien im 3. und 2. 
Jahrtausend v. Chr., (Ägyptologische Abhandlungen, Band 5), Wiesbaden 21971, 28, 35, 397
398; E. A. E. Reymond, P.Ashm., p. 64; R. Germer, Untersuchung über Arzneimittelpflanzen 
im Alten Ägypten, Diss. Hamburg 1979, 1419, 29, 171; ead., Flora des pharaonischen 
Ägypten (SDAIK 14), Mainz am Rhein 1985, 67; ead., Die Heilpflanzen der Ägypter, 
Düsseldorf, Zürich 2002, 6366; M. Smith, Papyrus Harkness (MMA 31.9.7), Oxford 2005, 53, 
127128 n. d, 340 and R. Germer, Handbuch der altägyptischen Heilpflanzen (Philippika 21), 
Wiesbaden 2008, 4749, 115, 233, 374. For papyrologists, an interesting ancient use of 
cedrium was for protecting papyri from damage by bookworms; see B. Leach, J. Tait, 
Papyrus, in: Nicholson, Shaw, ibid., 240 and Cockle, ibid., 157. 
In the papyrological literature ǔǏǎǛʑǋ and ǔǏǎǛʑǙǗ (cedria, cedrium) are usually translated 
with cedar oil; we deliberately avoid this expression in our translation for two reasons: as it is 
clear from our discussion above, first, this substance has nothing to do with the cedar tree; 
secondly, it is doubtful whether this product had a similar composition to oil in our common 
sense of the word. In our translation, we follow the interpretation provided by Lucas, Harris 
and Cockle in their works cited above; cf. also H. Cadell, P.Sorb. I 34.1 n. (p. 106). However, 
we are fully aware that the word ǔǏǎǛʑǋ was associated with the cedar tree by the ancients who 
wrote and read this papyrus. 
It is unclear what followed after ǔǏǎǛʑſǋǜſ. The supplement Ǟſ[Ǚ˹ ȪǛǝǓǗǙ˩ǞǙǟ ǗǙǖǙ˹ could be 
considered on the basis of passages like the above-mentioned Leuven papyri and SB XX 
14426.15. Although the word ǠʋǛǖǋǔǙǗ is to date attested together with ǔǏǎǛʑǋ in two 
published documents and in up to four unpublished Leuven papyri (see above), the recon-
struction ǔſ[ǋʐ ǠǋǛǖʋǔǙǟ in our text is far less likely for several reasons. First, the reading of a ǔ 
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is unlikely before the lacuna. Secondly, both published parallels, i.e. SB XX 14426.15 and 
P.Harr. I 89.45 with BL III 80 (115 AD; see R. Ziegler, Bemerkungen zu verschiedenen 
Urkunden, ZPE 106 [1995] 194): ǎǓǆǍǛǋǠǏ ǎǓʊ ʇǛǙǟ ǔǋʐ ǖǏǞǦǡǣǗ | ǠǋǛǖǆǔ(ǣǗ) ǔǋʐ ǔǏǎǛǉǋǜ 
ǝǟǗǋ(ǍǙǖʍǗǋǜ) (ǎǛǋǡǖʊǜ) Ǟ, ǎ (ɞǌǙǕǙǧǜ), as well as the unpublished ones from Leuven, are 
later than our preferred date for our papyrus. Finally, the order of these two words in the 
published parallels is the reverse of what we would have with this hypothetical supplement (as 
far as the four unpublished Leuven papyri are concerned, Clarysse mentions the tax on the 
kedria and the pharmakon [p. 185], but this does not necessarily have to be the precise word 
order found in the Greek texts of the Leuven papyri). 
34.  ȢǎǓǔǙ˹ǖǋǓ ɫǚʒ (?) - - -] | ǞǓǗǣſǗ: For a similar writing of ǞǓ in ǞǓǗǣſǗ, cf. the same letters 
in ǎǓǋǞǓǒǏſ[ in l. 7; for the Ǔ, cf. Ǟſ̆ Ǔſ in l. 4. TǓǗǣſǗ seems to suit the context well, especially 
towards the beginning of a petition where we should probably reconstruct ȢǎǓǔǙ˹ǖǋǓ ɫǚʓ + 
genitive. For the reconstruction, two possibilities offer themselves: either  [- - -. ȢǎǓǔǙ˹ǖǋǓ ɫǚʓ] 
| ǞǓǗǣſǗ ǔǞǕ., assuming that the complaint was made against individuals whose specific names 
were unknown, or [- - -. ȢǎǓǔǙ˹ǖǋǓ ɫǚʒ PN ǔǋʐ (or ǖǏǞ˖) ȦǕǕǣǗ] | ǞǓǗ̆ſǗ ǔǞǕ. where unknown 
individuals are also complained against. For a parallel petition concerning the illegal sale of 
two different kinds of oil by an unknown person, see P.Tebt. I 38 (= W.Chr. 303) 1114 (113): 
Ǟ˜ǜ ȲǍǕǈǖǢǏǣǜ ǏɎǜ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǔǋǞǋǕǏǕ[ǏǓǖǖǇǗ]Ǒǜ ǡǆǛǓǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ | ǚǋǛǏǓǝǠǏǛǦǗǞǣǗ ǏɎǜ ǞʎǗ ǔǨǖǑǗ ǔǋʐ 
ǚǋǛǋǚǣǕǙǧǗǞǣǗ ǔǙǕ[ǚǓǞ]ǓǔʒǗ ȶǕǋǓǙǗ ǔǋʐ ǔǉǔǓ, ɣǒǏǗ | Ǟ˜Ǔ Ǔǋ ǞǙ˹ ƷǏǡǏʐǛ ǚǛǙǝǋǍǍǏǕǇǗǞǏǜ ǖǙǓ 
ƳǛˍǓǔǆ ǞǓǗǋ Ǚɱ Ǟʒ{Ǘ} [ɢǗǙ]ǖǋ ȢǍǗǙ̆Ǔ Ǟ̆Ǘ Ȳǔ ƵǏǛǔǏ|ǝǈǠǏǣǜ ǚǋǛǏǓǝǏǗǑǗǙǡǦǞǋ ȶǕǋǓǙǗ ǔǞǕ. 
4.  ɎǌǓǙſǞʋǠſǣſ[Ǘ: The ɎǌǓǙǞʋǠǙǓ were the buriers of ibises, an animal sacred to Thot in 
Egyptian religion. The ibis cult was widespread in Hellenistic Egypt; see W. Otto, Priester 
und Tempel im hellenistischen Ägypten. Ein Beitrag zur Kulturgeschichte des Hellenismus, 
Leipzig, Berlin 19051908, vol. I 10910, 24750, 268 and vol. II 40, 72; A. Traversa, 
Ibiotáphoi, ibioboskoí, e un cartonage inedito della collezione Osloense, SymbOslo 36 (1960) 
4964; J. D. Ray, O.Hor., pp. 136144; K. A. D. Smelik, The Cult of the Ibis in the Graeco-
Roman Period. With Special Attention to the Data from the Papyri, in: M. J. Vermaseren (ed.), 
Studies in Hellenistic Religions (Études préliminaires aux religions orientales dans lEmpire 
romain 78), Leiden 1979, 225243; W. Clarysse, J. Quaegebeur, Ibion, Isieion and Tharesieion 
in Two Oslo Papyri, SymbOslo 57 (1982) 6985 (esp. 7172); H. Harrauer, CPR XIII, pp. 100
102; K. Vandorpe, Les villages des Ibis dans la toponymie tardive, Enchoria 18 (1991) 115
122; H. Koskenniemi, Neue Texte zum Ibiskult aus dem 2. Jh. v. Chr., in: A. Bülow-Jacobsen 
(ed.), Proceedings of the 20th International Congress of Papyrologists. Copenhagen, 2329 
August 1992, Copenhagen 1994, 245257. For the ibis cult specifically in the Fayyum, see  
W. J. R. Rübsam, Götter und Kulte in Faijum während der griechisch-römisch-byzantinischen 
Zeit, Bonn 1974, 3940, 57, 8687, 113114, 120, 169, 186, 215; see also pp. 3738, 77, 97, 
168169, 185, 199, 223, where the cult of Thot is discussed; D. J. Crawford, Kerkeosiris. An 
Egyptian Village in the Ptolemaic Period, Cambridge 1971, 8789, 93, 101102, 169180, 
194196; cf. also M. Zecchi, Geografia religiosa del Fayyum. Dalle origini al IV secolo a.C., 
Imola 2001, passim (see index, p. 287). 
Despite the widespread nature of the ibis cult, there are to date only a handful of attestations 
of the word ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǙǜ in Greek papyri and inscriptions from Hellenistic and Roman Egypt, 
which nevertheless cover virtually the whole of the Ptolemaic period: SB XVI 12551.2 
(227/226?; see BL IX 286287): ƽǞǙǞǙſ˜Ǟ[Ǔ]ǜ ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǙǜ; P.Count 3.42 (229): ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǙǓ ǎ Ǐ ǌ 
(ǍǉǗǏǞǋǓ) Ǔǋ; P.Tebt. III.2 963.12 (early 2nd c.): [  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ  ſ ǝǟ]ǍǍǏǗ˜Ǔ ǚǋǛʊ | [ 9 Ǚ]ǟ ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǙǟ; 
P.Grenf. II 15 col. ii.67 (139): ȲǚǛǉǋǞǙ ǂǏǗǒǨǞǑǜ ƵǏǕ˜ǞǙǜ | Ǟ̆Ǘ Ȳǔ ƻ[ǋǒǧ]ǛǏǣǜ ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǣǗ ɻǜ 
(ȲǞ̆Ǘ) ǘ; P.Stras. II 91.36 (86?): ǚǋǛš ȫǛǖǓǧǝǓǙǜ ǞſǙ˹ ǀſ[ǋ]ǞǛǏǉǙǟǜ | ǔǋʐ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǖǏǞǦǡǣ[Ǘ] 
ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠſǣſǗſ | ǔǋʐ [ɏ]ǏǛ[ǋ]ǔſǙǞǆǠǣǗ ǞǙ ſ˹ ȲſǗ ƾǏǌ|ǞǧǗǏǓ ȹǛǖǋǉǙǟƠ P.Fouad 16.24 (68; s. BL VI 40): 
ǚǋǛʊ ƾǏ̆ſ[ǞǙǜ] ǞǙ˹ ȫǛǚſǋſǈ[ǝǓ]Ǚǜ ɎǌǓǙǌǙǝ[ǔǙ]˹ ǔǋʐ | Ɏǌ<Ǔ>ǙǞǆǠǙǟ Ǟſ̆ſǗſ Ȣǚʒ ǞǙ˹ ǚǛʒǜ ɤǘǟǛǧǍǡǣǗ 
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ǚǦǕǏǓ | ƽǋǛǋǚǓǏǉǙǟ. On ɎǌǓǙǞǆǠǙǓ, see also PP III 6925, 7027, IX 7006a, 7017 and P.Count I,  
p. 60 (note on ll. 8184), p. 111 (note on l. 42). Cf. also P.Tebt. III.2 1002.910 (2nd c.): [- - - 
ɎǌǓ]ǙǞǋǠǉǙǟ [- - -] | [- - - Ɏǌǉ]ǣſǗ ǞǛǙǠ ſ˜[ǜ - - -], which seems to attest the ibis cult and a burial 
place of sacred ibises in Oxyrhyncha, and therefore fits in neatly with the assumed provenance 
of our papyrus provided by the inventory journal of the Vienna Papyrus Collection (for this 
text, cf. Smelik, ibid., 229). 
5.  Ǟ˜Ǔ ǖ[ǇǗ]: In the lost parts of the subsequent lines Ǟ˜Ǔ ǎʍ is to be expected. The clause 
with ĲોȚ ȝ੼Ȟ would tell the reader what the ibiotaphoi being complained against did themselves 
(numerous burials using ǔǏǎǛʑǋ), whereas the following clause with ĲોȚ į੼ would say what they 
did in addition to it, together with others (cf. l. 7: ɏǏǛ̆Ǘſ ǞǓǗǣǗ [Ǟ]Ǐſ ǔǋʐ ȳǞʍǛǙǓǜ ǎǓǋǞǓǒǏſ[). 
ǝǟǗ[ : Given the context, the most likely supplement appears to be a verb starting with ǝǟǗ 
of which ǚſǕſǏʑǝǞǋǜ ǞſǋſǠʋſǜ would be the object, but of course a preposition introducing the pos-
sible associates of the subject(s) cannot be ruled out. 
6.  ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚſ[Ǔ]ǞǏǟʓǗǞǣǗ: Hitherto only a single text has been known attesting this verb in the 
papyrological documentation (which text is relevant to other aspects of our papyrus as well): 
P.Tebt. III.1 709.614 (159): ȶǗ[ǏǝǞǓ (?) ǎʌ] | ǋɪǞ̆Ǔ ǕǋǖǌǆǗǏǓǗ ǡǓǛǙǍǛǋǠǉǋǜ ɣǛǔǙǟ ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔǙ˹ 
ǚǋǛʊ Ǟ̆Ǘ | ǖǙǗǙǍǛǆǠǣǗ ǚǏǛʐ ǞǙ˹ ǖʎ ǡǛ˜ǝǒǋǓ ɎǎǓǣǞǓǔǙ˪ǜ ǠǙǛǞǉǙǓǜ | Ǟ̆Ǘ Ǟ˜Ǔ ɺǗ˜Ǔ ǝǟǗǔǟǛǦǗǞǣǗ 
ǖǑǎʌ ǚǋǛʊ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǎ[Ǔǋ]|ǔǙǕǚǓǞǏǟǦǗǞǣǗ ǝǟǗǋǍǙǛˍǗ, ȢǕǕš Ȣǚʒ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǌǋ[ǝ]ǓſǕſǓǔ̆Ǘ | ǚǛǋǞǑǛǉǣǗ. ȲǗ Ǚɕǜ 
ȤǗ ǙɰǗ ɫǖ̆Ǘ ǡǛǏǉǋǗ ȶǡǑǓ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǚǛʒ[ǜ] | Ǟǋ˹Ǟǋ ȢǗǑǔǦǗǞǣǗ, ǔǋǕ̆ǜ ǚǙǓǈǝǏǞǏ ȢǗǞǓǕǋǖ|ǌǋǗǦǖǏǗǙǓ 
ǚǛǙǒǧǖǣǜ, ǔǋʐ ȲǆǗ ǞǓǗǋǜ ɫǖ˪Ǘ ǚǋǛǋǎǉ|ǎǣǓ ȢǗǞǓǚǣǕǙ˹ǗǞǆǜ ǞǓ ɀ ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚǓǞǏǧǙǗǞǋǜ. Our papyrus 
clearly confirms the existence of this compound verb. Although there is no entry for 
ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ in LSJ9, see the Rev. Suppl. s.v. and DGE s.v., where the only attestation men-
tioned is this Tebtunis papyrus. A TLG online search for ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ has yielded no results, 
suggesting that this word is not attested in the literary sources. However, the simple form 
ǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ occurs in the Etymologicum Magnum but with no explanation; see ibid., 521.23 (ed. 
Th. Gaisford, Etymologicon magnum seu verius Lexicon saepissime vocabulorum origines 
indagans, Oxford 1948): ȀȜȠʌȚĲİȪİȚȞ: ȀȠȜʌȚĲİȪİȚȞ, ਫ਼ʌİȡșȑıİȚ ĲȠ૨ Ȝ. In the papyrological 
sources three attestations of the simple form of this verb exist; see (1) SB XVI 12671.45 (236 
or 211): ƻǏǞǙǚ̆ǛſǙſǗ `ǞʒǗ ǔǙǕǚǓǞǏǧǙǗǞǋ ȶǕǋ<Ǔ>ǋ ǔǋʐ ɢǚǓǋ (alternatively ȲǕǋǤǔʊ ǠǙǛǞʑǋ)´ ǞʒǗ 
ǠǙǗǏǧǝǋǗǞǆ ǖǙǟ ǞʒǗ | ǟɏǦǗ (cf. also the short discussion of this participle in the first edition of 
the text by H. Harrauer, K. A. Worp, Mord und Schmuggel in Oxyrhyncha, ZPE 40 [1980] 
139144, esp. 141)Ơ (2) P.Diosk. 5.814 (146?): ǏɫǛǦǗǞ[Ǐ]ǜ ǌǧǛǝǋǜ ɞǗǇǋǜ | ȲǗǗǇǋ ǚǋǛǏǎǨǔǋǖǏǗ 
| ȪǚǙǕǕǣǗǉǣǓ ǔǋʐ ȸǚǓǖǆǡǣǓſ | ǞǙ˪ǜ ǚ[ǋ]Ǜʊ ǝǙ˹ ǔǋʐ | ǝǙʐ ǎʌ ƯǉǎǟǖǙǗ | ǞʒǗ ǔǏǔǙſǕſǚǏǓǞǏǟǔǦſǞſǋ | 
ǋɪǞǆƠ (3) P.Phil. 35.2224 (late 2nd c. AD): Ǟǆǡǋ ȿǖ˪Ǘ ȲǗǚǇǝ˚ ǞǓ ǔǙǕǚǓ|ǞǏǟǦǖǏǗǙǗ ǖǈ ǚǣǜ ȲǚǏǛǉǋ 
(l. ȲǚǑǛǏʑǋ?) ǖǙǓ | ǍʍǗǑǞǋǓ ǔǞǕ. See also the adjective ǔǙǕǚǓǞǓǔʓǜ attested in three papyri: 
P.Rain.Cent. 51.39 (1st half of the 1st c.): ȪǗǙǖǚǏʔǜ ǔǋʐ ƻǏǞſǋſǕſǉſǣǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ | Ȳǔ ƳǏǛǧǒǏǣǜ ǕǓǗǏǢ̆Ǘ, 
ǖʎ ǔǋǒǑǔǦǗǞǣǜ | ǏɎǜ ƽ˜ǝǞǓǗ ǞʎǗ ǙɰǝǋǗ ȲǗ ǞǙ˪ǜ ɎǎǉǙǓǜ | ȿǖ̆Ǘ ǞǦǚǙǓǜ ǖǏǞǋǌǏǌǑſǔſǦſǞſǏǜ, | ǞʎǗ 
ȲǛǍǋǝǉǋǗ ȲǚǋǗǏǉǛǑǗǞǋǓ ǔǙǕǚſǓſǞſǓſǔ̆Ǔ | ǞǛǦǚǣǓ ǔǋʐ Ǟʊ ɫǚǙǔǏǉǖǏǗǋ ȿſǖſ˪Ǘ | ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔʊ ǔǋǞǋǕǇǕǟǔǋǗ; 
P.Tebt. I 38 (= W.Chr. 303) 1112 with BL III 240 and IX 354 (113): Ǟ˜ǜ ȲǍǕǈǖǢǏǣǜ ǏɎǜ ǞǇǕǙǜ 
ǔǋǞǋǕǏǕ[ǏǓǖǖǇǗ]Ǒǜ ǡǆǛǓǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ | ǚǋǛǏǓǝǠǏǛǦǗǞǣǗ ǏɎǜ ǞʎǗ ǔǨǖǑǗ ǔǋʐ ǚǋǛǋǚǣǕǙǧǗǞǣǗ 
ǔǙǕ[ǚǓǞ]ǓǔʒǗ ȶǕǋǓǙǗ ǔǋʐ ǔǉǔǓ ǔǞǕ.; P.Tebt. IV 1094 (= P.Tebt. I 125 descr.) 23 (114113): Ǟ˜]ǜ 
ȲǍǕǈǖǢǏǣǜ ȲǗ Ǚɪ Ǟ[˜Ǔ Ǟ]ǟǡǙǧǝſ[ǑǓ ȲǗǎǏǉǋǓ - - -] | [ǡǆǛǓǗ Ǟ̆Ǘ ǚǋǛ]ǏſǓſǝſǠſ[ǏǛǦǗǞǣǗ ǏɎǜ ǞʎǗ ǔǨǖǑǗ 
ǔǋʐ ǚǋǛǋǚǣǕ]ǙſǧſǗſǞǣǗ ǔǙǕǚǓǞǏǓǔʒǗ [ȶǕǋǓǙǗ ǔǋʐ ǔǉǔǓ - - -]. On the meaning of the adjective 
ǔǙǕǚǓǞǓǔʓǜ, see D. B. Sandy, The Production and Use of Vegetable Oils in Ptolemaic Egypt 
(BASP Suppl. 6), Atlanta 1989, 2526 and LSJ9 Rev. Suppl. s.v. 
The verb ǎǓǋǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ is translated with smuggle in LSJ9 Rev. Suppl. s.v. and hacer 
contrabando in DGE s.v. However, for a more nuanced interpretation of the meaning of this 
verb, which we follow in our translation, namely sell under the counter, i.e. without state 
authorisation, see N. Lewis, Papyrus in Classical Antiquity, Oxford 1974, 126 with n. 16. The 
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verb (ǎǓǋ)ǔǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ obviously originates from the noun ǔʓǕǚǙǜ meaning busom, lap, fold of 
a garment (cf. B. Olsson, ƵǙǕǚǓǞǏʕǣ »faire de la contrebande«, Eranos 48 [1950] 157). The 
original literal meaning of this verb must have been buy or sell under the cloak (i.e. illegally), 
as identified correctly by J. G. Keenan in P.Tebt. IV 1094.3 n. (p. 21). 
ǔǋǞſ[ : ǔǋǚſ[ cannot be ruled out completely. 
7.   [Ǟ]Ǐſ: The lacuna is wide enough for only one letter, on the right-hand side of which the 
right end of a horizontal stroke is visible, which suggests an Ǐ. Since [ǎ]ʍƏ would be difficult to 
accommodate in the sentence structure, [Ǟ]Ǐſ seems to be the likelier supplement. 
ǎǓǋǞǓǒǏſ[ : The reading of the Ǐ is virtually certain. A number of alternatives are possible, for 
example: ǎǓǋǞʑǒǏſ[ǝǒǋǓ, ǎǓǋǞʑǒǏſ[ǗǞǋǓ and ǎǓǋǞǓǒʍſ[ǖǏǗǙǓ (vel sim.).  
Ȣǚʒ ǞǙ˹ ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔǙ˹: For this supplement, cf. P.Tebt. III.1 709.1011 (159) mentioned above 
(comm. on l. 6). 
8.  ǚǛǋǞǑǛʑǙǟ: Apart from P.Tebt. III.1 709.11 (see comm. on l. 6), there are only two 
attestations of this word in Ptolemaic papyri: P.Tebt. III.1 701a.7 (139/138 or 132/131; cf. 
HGV): [- - -] ȲʊǗ ȢǍǙǛǆǐǣǖǏǗ ǌǋǝſǓſǕǓǔ̆Ǘ ǚǛǋǞǑǛǉǣǗ Ȳǋſ[- - -] and UPZ I 112 col. iii.1416 
(204; see BL IX 363): ǞǙ˪ǜ ǎʌ ǌǙǟǕǙǖǇǗǙǓǜ ɫǚǏǛǌǆǕǕǏǓǗ ǖǏǞʊ Ǟʒ ǞʒǗ | ǒǋǕǕʒǗ ǎǙǒ˜ǗǋǓ, ȲǘǇǝǞǋǓ 
ȲǗ ǋɪǞ̆Ǔ Ǟ̆Ǔ ǚǛǋǞǑǛǉǣǓ, Ǚɪǔ Ȳ|[Ǖǆǝ]ǝǙǗǙǜ ǎʌ Ǟ̆Ǘ ȲǚǓǎǏǔǆǞǣǗ.  
ǖſǑſ[ǒʌ]Ǘ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ: At first sight, the space for ǖſǑſ[ǒʍ]Ǘ appears to be too narrow for five letters, 
but see the tightly written preceding word ǚǛǋǞǑǛʑǙǟ where six letters in the latter part of the 
word are accommodated in the same amount of space. The phrase ȝȘș੻Ȟ / ǖǑǎʌǗ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ is 
extremely rare in Ptolemaic papyri and only attested in five texts: SB XXIV 15973.4 (132): 
ǖǑǎš ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ ȲǍǔǧǔǕǓǙǗ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǖǑǎš ȦǕǕǙſ ǖſǑſǒſʌſǗſ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ; SB XXIV 15974.78 (132): ǖǑǎš ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ 
ȲǗǔǧǔǕǓǙǗ ǞǇǕǙǜ ǖǑǎš ȦǕǕǙ ǖǑǒʌǗ | ȣǚǕ̆ǜ; W.Chr. 331 (= P.Tebt. I 27 cols. iiii) 7980 (113): 
ȲǗ ǞǙ˪ǜ ȢǗǋǍǔǋǉǙǓǜ ɃǍǑǝǋǓ ǞǙ˹ ǖǑǒʌǗ ȣǚ[Ǖ]̆ǜ Ǟ̆[Ǘ] | ǡǛǑǝǉǖǣǗ ǚǋǛǋǕǏǓǠǒ˜ǗǋǓ; P.Tebt. II 
490.23 (92 or 59): ǖʎ ǔǋǞǏſǍǍʕǋ ǖǑǎʌǗ ǞʒǗ ƵʓǖǣǗǙǜ | ǞǙ ſ˹ ƵʓǖſǣſǗǙǜ `ǚǛʒǜ´ ǖǑǎʌǗ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ; BGU 
VIII 1821.1920 (after 1 Jan. 57; see C. Bennett, M. Depauw, The Reign of Berenike IV., ZPE 
160 [2007] 211214): ȲǖǙ˹ ǖǑǎʌǗ ȣǚǕ̆ǜ ǌǋǝǓǕǓǔʒǗ | ɞǠǏǉǕǙǗǞǙǜ. We have preferred the sup-
plement ǖſǑſ[ǒ੼]Ǘ in the main text because it is slightly more frequent than ȝȘį੼Ȟ and because its 
attestations are chronologically closer to the likely date of our papyrus. 
ǝǟǗǑſǍſǙſ[Ǜǋ-: The traces and the context suggest a form of ǝǟǗǋǍǙǛʋǐǣ. The context is in-
sufficient to reconstruct the precise form of the verb. For this verb in a similar context to our 
text, cf. P.Tebt. III.1 709.10 (see comm. on l. 6 above). 
89.  [- - - ȷǣǜ / ǖʍǡǛǓ] | ǞǙ˹ Ǘ˹Ǘ: The last word of l. 8 could have been Ȣǚʓ, ȷǣǜ or ǖʍǡǛǓ. 
We prefer ȷǣǜ or ǖʍǡǛǓ as they would suit the sense of l. 9 better. The petitioner seems to re-
quest that the authorities from now on curtail or punish the activities of the ibis-buriers and 
probably also of those supplying them illegally. 
9.  Ǚ]ɪſ: The reading is far from certain. The Ǚ seems to have been rubbed off the surface. 
The fibres at the edge of the lacuna are badly damaged and the ink is smudged. It is also 
possible that some alien ink was imprinted in this area from another papyrus in the cartonnage. 
What makes the reading of the ǟ difficult is the faint curving traces towards the bottom of the 
line, which seem to be too low for a normal ǟ in this hand. However, it is not impossible that an 
unusually large ǟ was written by the scribe here, for which cf. the ǟ in ǞǙ˹ at the beginning of 
the line. Both the available space and the sense seem to require Ǚɪ here. 
[ǝǟ]ǖſǌǋʑſǗǏǓ: For the writing of the first Ǔ connected to the following letter, cf. the Ǔ in ǞǓǗǣſǗ 
and Ǟſ̆ Ǔſ in l. 4 and in ǎǓǋǞǓǒǏſ[ in l. 7. 
ǔǙǕǙʕǏ[ǓǗ: The only possibility of interpreting this string of letters seems to be to understand it 
as a form of the verb ǔǙǕǙʕǣ (cut short, dock, curtail, put down, abase, check, chastise, punish), 
which meanings seem to suit the context well. This verb is to date unattested in the documentary 
evidence from Graeco-Roman Egypt, but it is well documented in the literary sources. 
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10.  ǔǋʐ ǎǓʋǠǙǛǆ ǖǙ[Ǔ Ǚɮ] ǞſǏ Ǟʊ ǞǟǡʓǗǞǋ ǍſʑǗſ[ǏǞǋǓ (?) - - -]: P.Cair.Zen. III 59355.109110 
(after 6 July 244; cf. HGV): ǔǋʐ Ǚɪǔ ɞ[ǕǉǍǋ] | ωǞǋϊ [ǎ]ǓǆǠǙǛǋ ǍǇ[ǍǙǗǏ]Ǘ seems to offer the best 
parallel to our passage; further cf. W.Chr. 11 B fr. a.89 (after 25 Sep. 123; cf. HGV): ǔǋʐ 
ǎǓǆǠǙǛǋ ωǞϊ Ǚɪǔ ɞǕǉ[Ǎ]ǋ Ǟ̆Ǔ ǌǋǝǓǕǏ˪ ǔǋʐ Ǟ̆Ǔ ɏǏǛ̆Ǔ | ȢǗǋǠǇǛǏǝǒǋǓ; P.Enteux. 92.11 (221): [- - -]  ſǓǗ 
Ǟʊ ǍǏǗǦǖ[ǏǗ]ǆ ǖǙǓ ǎǓǆǠ[ǙǛ]ǋ; P.Tarich. 5 fr. g, col. ii.6 (189?): ǏɎǜ Ǟʒ Ǟ̆Ǔ ǌǋǝǓǕǏ˪ ǎſǓǆǠſǙǛǋ 
ǍǉǗǏǝǒǋǓ. 
11.   ɎſǌſǓſǙſǞſʋǠſǙǟſǜ ǝǟſ[ǔǙǠ]ǋǗǞǏ ſ˪Ǘ: The subject of this infinitive could be the petitioner, who is 
trying to assure the authorities that he is not accusing the ibis-buriers falsely. It is possible that 
he is trying to preempt potential counter-accusations by the ibiotaphoi of him acting 
maliciously against them. As UPZ I 112 col. i.36 (204; see BL IX 363): Ȣ[Ǎ]ǙǛǆǐǏǞǏ ǎʌ | [Ǟʊǜ 
ɺǗʊǜ ǎǓǔǋǉǣǜ ǔǋʐ] ǖǇǕǕǏǞǏ ǖǑ[ǒ]ǇǗǋ ǝǟǔǙǠǋǗǞǈǝǏǓǗ | [Ǟ̆Ǘ ɫǚǙǞǏǕ̆Ǘ (?) ǖǑǎʌ] ǎ[Ǔǋ]ǌǋǕ{Ǖ}Ǐ˪Ǘ, 
ȢǕǕš Ȣǚʒ ǞǙ˹ ǌǏǕǞǉǝǞǙǟ | [ǚǛǋǍǖǋǞǏǧǝǏǝǒǋ]Ǔ ǔǋǞʊ ǞǙʔǜ ǗǦǖǙǟǜ shows, the state tried to protect 
tax-payers from oppression by tax-farmers (on this passage, cf. C. Préaux, Léconomie royale 
des Lagides, Bruxelles 1939, 457). It is possible that our petitioner had a document like UPZ I 
112 in mind when he formulated this enteuxis. 
12.  ]  ſ  ſ[  ſ  ſ  ſ]Ǐſǟſǋ˪ǜ: Possible supplements could include ǔ]ǋſǞſ[ǋǝǔ]Ǐſǟſǋ˪ǜ or Ȣſǚſ[Ǚǝǔ]Ǐſǟſǋ˪ǜ, 
which the traces at the beginning of the word seem to allow; for the former, cf., for example, 
P.Dion. 10.7 (109) and for the latter, UPZ I 110.199200 (164) with comm. on p. 489. 
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